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REMARKS 

This amendment is in response to the Office Action of November 28, 2005. In 
the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-4, 6-11, and 13-15 and objected to 
claims 5 and 12 for depending from rejected claims. Claims 1 and 10 have been 
amended to further clarify the claimed invention, while claim 12 has been canceled. 
Additionally, claims 3 and 15 have been amended to provide a definite article for certain 
claim elements. Finally, new claims 16 and 17 have been added. Applicant hereby 
requests reconsideration of the application, in view of these amendments and the 
remarks which follow. 

In rejecting claim 1 as being anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), the Office 
Action states that Figure 1 of Leeuwestein '187 discloses a roll (2a) connected in a 
rotationally fixed manner to a roll shaft (4) via a frictional connection provided by 
clamping disks (2b). The Office Action continues by stating that the roll is held in its 
axial position on the roll shaft in a positive-locking manner by sleeve elements (7a) 
adjoining the roll axially with respect to the roll shaft. 

It is respectfully submitted that the Office Action mischaracterizes the disclosure 
of Leeuwestein '187. In particular, Leeuwestein '187 describes at lines 47-50 of column 
1 that: "Each working roller 2 comprises a rolling annulus 2a made of a wear-resistant 
material and two clamping discs 2b which hold the rolling annulus 2a and form the hub 
of the working roller 2." Thus, when comparing Leeuwestein '187 with claim 1 , the "roll" 
claim element is more properly read onto the working roller 2, rather than the rolling 
annulus 2a. This is precisely the structure described in paragraph [0009] of the present 
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application, which notes that a roll may consist of a plurality of components, such as a 
hub and a roll ring sitting on the hub. 

Taking the working roller 2 as the element of the Leeuwestein '187 Fig. 1 
embodiment which is most analogous to the "roll" element of claim 1 , it will be seen that 
no frictional connection is provided. On the contrary, as described at lines 53-58 of 
column 5 of Leeuwestein '187 and in paragraph [0005] of the present application, which 
discusses the German counterpart of Leeuwestein '187, the working roller is instead 
secured by an axial load applied to the clamping disks. It will be appreciated that, even 
if rolling annulus 2a is analogous to the "roll" element of claim 1, it is held in a positive- 
locking manner by the clamping disks 2b and not in a frictional connection. Thus, while 
there is a positive-locking mechanism involved in the Fig. 1 embodiment of Leeuwestein 
'187, there is no rotational fixation between a roll and a roll shaft via a frictional 
connection, as required by claim 1. However, in order to further clarify the present 
invention and to even further distinguish claim 1 from Leeuwestein '187, it has been 
amended to clarify that the frictional connection is by means of a radial interference fit. 

In addition to the above difference between claim 1 and the Fig. 1 embodiment 
relied upon in the Office Action, Leeuwestein '187 also fails to disclose a roll held in its 
axial position on the roll shaft in a positive-locking manner by sleeve elements adjoining 
the roll axially with respect to the roll shaft. As shown in Fig. 1 of Leeuwestein '187, 
element 7a is axially spaced from the working roller 2, the rolling annulus 2a, and the 
clamping disks 2b, which is a clear departure from the ordinary meaning of "adjoining" 
and from the scope of claim 1. Stated differently, the adjusting bushes 7 and 7a do not 
touch the roll at any point and, therefore, there is no way that the adjusting bushes 7 
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and 7a can hold the roll in its axial position on the roll shaft in a positive locking manner. 
Thus, for this additional reason, it is respectfully submitted that claim 1 and all of the 
claims depending therefrom are patentable over Leeuwestein '187. 

Turning now to the 35 U.S.C. § 103 rejection of claims 10-11 and 13-14, it is 
believed that all of these claims are allowable in view of their dependence on amended 
claim 1, according to the above discussion. However, it is respectfully submitted that 
there are several other reasons why the claims are patentable over Leeuwestein '187 in 
view of Luckhof et al. '088. 

First, it will be seen that claim 10 has been amended to include limitations 
substantially similar to those of canceled claim 12, which the Examiner previously 
indicated was allowable . In particular, claim 10 has been amended to require a bayonet 
catch that is formed by a ring having a lug projecting inwards and a ring element having 
a recess on its outer circumference enabling the lug of the ring to pass through, said 
ring element being connected to a bearing bush and said ring being connected to the 
stand housing. It is believed that amended claim 10 is allowable for substantially the 
same reasons that canceled claim 12 was allowable. 

Second, there is no motivation or suggestion in Leeuwestein '187 to combine its 
teachings with that of Luckhof et al. '088. It should be noted that Luckhof et al. '088 is 
directed to roll changing and an installation- and removal-device, as described at lines 
14-30 of column 4. Indeed, there is no disclosure of the use of bayonet clamps in 
situations where the roll and roll shaft are in use. Instead, the bayonet clamps are used 
to clamp the roll shaft in a fixed manner with respect to the installation- and removal- 
device (see column 4, lines 14-30), which allows a positive movement of the ring piston 
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10 so that the taper bushing 15 is pulled out of the gripped connection between the roll 
disc and the roll shaft via the claws 13. Alternatively, the bayonet clamps are used to 
clamp the roll disc 1 itself to the installation- and removal- device (see column 4, lines 
35-42) for removing the roll disc 1 with the installation- and removal-device 8. 

Accordingly, Luckhof et al. '088 fails to disclose a bayonet catch that releasably 
fixes a ro|l shaft in the recess of a Stand housing, as required by amended claim 10. 
This is significant, because there is no suggestion or reason to believe that the bayonet 
clamps of Luckhof et al. '088 would be suitable as safe retaining means for axially fixing 
a roll shaft under true working conditions. It will be appreciated that there are no forces 
or torque or vibration exerted on the roll or the roll shaft by products being rolled by the 
roll in the applications described by Luckhof et al. '088. Thus, the extreme differences 
between the required operating conditions of the bayonet clamps is another reason why 
one of ordinary skill in the art would not have thought to modify the Leeuwestein '187 
device with the bayonet clamps of Luckhof et al. '088. 

Furthermore, the Office Action does not clarify to what structure of the 
Leeuwestein '187 device the bayonet clamps would be attached to provide a quick and 
easily releasable connection between the roll shaft and its housing. Thus, there is no 
reason to believe that one of ordinary skill in the art would have thought to take a single 
element (a bayonet clamp) from a completely different device (an installation- and 
removal-device) to arrive at the claimed structure. For at least these reasons, it is 
respectfully submitted that amended claim 10 and the claims depending therefrom are 
patentable over Leeuwestein '1 87 in view of Luckhof et al. '088. 
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As for new claims 16 and 17, it will be seen that they are both well-supported by 
the specification as filed. In particular, the subject matter of claims 16 and 17 is 
described in paragraph [0045] of the specification. Hence, these claims do not 
constitute new matter and consideration thereof is respectfully submitted. Both claims 
directly and/or indirectly depend from claims 1 and 10, the patentability of which is 
discussed at length above, so it is believed that another patentability search is not 
required. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, it is believed that amended claim 1 and all of the 
remaining claims which depend from it are now clearly patentable over Leeuwestein 
'187 alone Or in combination with Luckhof et al '088. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance are respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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